









	 	 Celal	Bayar	University	 Middle	East	Technical	University
Abstract
This	 study	 aimed	 at	 investigating	 how	 well	 elementary	 students’	 self-efficacy	 and	
achievement	 goals	 (mastery	 approach,	 mastery	 avoidance,	 performance	 approach,	 and	
performance	 avoidance	 goals)	 predict	 their	 metacognitive	 strategy	 use	 in	 science.	 For	 the	









(ustalık	 yaklaşma,	 ustalık	 kaçınma,	 başarım	 yaklaşma,	 başarım	 kaçınma)	 Fen	 ve	 Teknoloji	
dersindeki	üst-biliş	strateji	kullanımlarıyla	olan	ilişkisini	araştırmaktır.	Bu	amaçla,	115	ilköğretim	
öğrencisine	Hedef	 Yönelimi	Anketi	 ve	Öğrenmede	Güdüsel	 Stratejiler	Anketi	 uygulanmıştır.	
Sonuçlar,	Fen	ve	Teknoloji	dersinde	başarılı	olabilecekleri	ve	öğrenebileceklerine	dair	inançları	
































experiences	 relevant	 to	 ongoing	 cognitive	 processes.	Metacognitive	 experiences	 are	 expected	




Nevertheless,	 according	 to	 Bandura	 (1993),	 students	 do	 not	 use	metacognitive	 strategies	
such	as	planning	and	monitoring	on	a	regular	basis.	In	fact,	motivational	variables	are	found	to	
be	 significantly	 linked	 to	 the	 level	 and	quality	of	 students’	metacognitive	activities	 (Coutnho,	
2007;	Kanfer	&	Ackerman,	1989;	Pintrich	&	DeGroot,	1990;	Sungur	&	Şenler,	2009).		For	example,	
in	a	study	conducted	by	Coutnho,	(2007),	 it	was	demonstrated	that	while	there	was	a	positive	















metacognitive	 strategies	when	working	 on	 a	 task	 than	 those	with	 low	 self-efficacy.	 Similarly,	
Bouffard-Bouchard,	Parent,	and	Larivee	 (1993)	concluded	that	students	with	high	self-efficacy	




Achievement	 goal	 theory	 was	 proposed	 in	 the	 late	 1970’s	 and	 early	 1980’s	 (Elliot&	





focus	on	demonstrating	 competence,	 or	 ability	 (Elliot	&	Harackiewicz,	 1996;	Church	&	Elliot,	
1997;	Pintrich,	2000;	Linnenbrink	&	Pintrich,	2002;	Pintrich&	Conley&	Kemper,	2003;	Shih	2005).	
Later	 researchers	 suggest	 that	 an	 achievement	 goal	 can	 be	 for	 desiring	 a	 positive	 possibility	
as	 an	 approach	 goal,	 or	 can	 be	 avoiding	 a	 negative	 possibility	 as	 an	 avoiding	 goal	 (Elliot	 &	
Thrash,	2001).	Combining	these	two	orientations,	mastery	versus	performance;	approach	versus	
avoidance,	 researches	 offered	 2×	 2	 form	 of	 achievement	 goals:	 mastery	 approach,	 mastery	
avoidance	 and	 performance	 approach,	 performance	 avoidance.	Mastery	 approach	 goals	 refer	
to	attempting	to	access	success	in	the	task,	whereas,	mastery	avoidance	goals	refer	to	avoiding	






	 Relevant	 literature	 showed	 that	 achievement	 goals	 are	 significantly	 related	 to	
metacognition.		For	example,	Middlebrooks’	(1996)	study	that	examined	whether	metacognitive	
activity	 is	 affected	 by	 students’	 achievement	 goals	 revealed	 that,	 in	 a	 problem	 solving	 task,	













goal	 dichotomy	without	making	 a	 distinction	 between	 approach	 and	 avoidance	 forms	 of	 the	
achievement	 goals.	 	 Moreover,	 the	 current	 study,	 was	 conducted	 with	 Turkish	 elementary	
students.	Majority	of	 the	 studies	 in	 this	field	were	 conducted	 in	Western	 countries.	However,	
there	 is	need	 for	 examining	 student	metacognition	 in	 relation	 to	 contextual	 factors	 and	 some	
student	characteristics	such	as	motivation	and	affect	in	different	cultures	and	countries	(Veenman,	
Van-Hout-Wolters,	Afflerbach,	2006)	to	be	able	to	develop	theoretical	models	of	metacognition	





There	were	61	boys	and	54	girls.	Their	mean	 science	achievement	grade	 in	 the	previous	year	
was	3.53	out	of	5.	There	were	no	substantial	differences	across	schools	with	respect	to	previous	





It	 is	a	5-point	Likert	 type	 instrument	developed	by	Elliot	and	McGregor	 (2001)	 to	assess	
students’	 achievement	 goals.	 It	 includes	 15	 items	 in	 4	 subscales	 that	 assess	 students’	mastery	
approach	 goals	 (3	 items),	 performance	 approach	 goals	 (3	 items),	mastery	 avoidance	 goals	 (3	


























































As	 seen	 in	 Table	 1,	 elementary	 students	 appear	 to	 have	 higher	 levels	 of	 approach	 goals	
compared	 to	avoidance	goals.	This	 implies	 that,	 in	 science	 classes,	 students	 tend	 to	 study	 for	
the	reasons	of	learning,	understanding,	showing	their	abilities	to	others,	and	getting	the	highest	
grades	rather	than	avoiding	misunderstanding	or	looking	dumb.	Moreover,	the	mean	scores	for	




In	 order	 to	 examine	 how	well	 elementary	 students’	 achievement	 goals	 and	 self-efficacy	




more	 than	 .20	 indicated	 that	 that	 there	was	 no	 violation	 of	 the	multicollinearity	 assumption.	






After	 the	 assumption	 check,	multiple	 linear	 regression	 analysis	was	 carried	 out.	 Results	













Predictor	variables	 β p sr
Self	efficacy .653 .000 .579
Mastery	approach	goals	 .224 .024 .245
Performance	approach	goals -.071 .487 -.102
Mastery	avoidance	goals .070 .533 .052
Performance	avoidance	goal .063 .573 .023
Discussion	and	Conclusion















to	 better	 plan	 their	 study,	 and	 monitor	 and	 evaluate	 their	 understanding	 resulting	 in	 better	
academic	performance.	Therefore,	to	improve	student	self-efficacy	in	science	which	is	found	to	
be	significantly	linked	to	metacognitve	strategy	use,	it	 is	suggested	that	science	classes	should	
be	enriched	with	activities	and	 tasks	 that	can	help	students	 realize	 that	 their	abilities	 to	 learn	
science	 can	 be	 improved	 through	 their	 effort	 and	 experience.	Accordingly,	 in	 the	 classroom,	
specific	 suggestions	 should	 be	 made	 for	 student	 progress	 and	 the	 link	 between	 effort	 and	
accomplishments	should	be	stressed.	Moreover,	teachers	should	emphasize	that	the	difficulties	
experienced	by	the	students	in	their	learning	do	not	indicate	their	failure	or	inadequate	ability.	





In	 addition,	 consistent	with	 the	 previous	 findings	 (Coutnho,	 2007;	McWhaw	&	Abrami,	
2001;	 Middlebrooks,	 1996),	 present	 study	 revealed	 significant	 relationship	 between	 mastery	
approach	 goals	 and	 metacognitive	 strategy	 use.	 Therefore,	 to	 be	 able	 to	 help	 student	 use	
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